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NATIONAL ENERGY POLICY: CONSERVATION
AND ENERGY EFFICIENCY

FRIDAY, JUNE 22, 2001

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND AIR QUALITY,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:33 a.m., in room
2123, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Joe Barton (chairman)
presiding.

Members present: Representatives Barton, Burr, Whitfield, Bry-
ant, Walden, Tauzin (ex officio), Boucher, Markey, Barrett, and
Dingell (ex officio).

Staff present: Jason Bentley, majority counsel; Joe Stanko, ma-
jority counsel; Sean Cunningham, majority counsel; Peter Kielty,
legislative clerk, Andy Black, policy coordinator; Bob Meyers, ma-
jority counsel; Sue Sheridan, minority counsel; and Erick Kessler,
minority professional staff.

Mr. BARTON. The subcommittee will come to order.

Today we are going to hold another in our series of hearings on
our National Energy Policy. Today’s focus is going to be on con-
servation and energy efficiency, which have to be an important part
of any comprehensive and balanced plan.

Already our Nation is among the most energy efficient nations in
the world. Gains in the last 25 years in energy conservation have
been tremendous. They need to continue and improve.

With the electricity shortage that we have already seen on the
Western coast, we know that the need for conservation is still prev-
alent. The Federal Government must take the lead in encouraging
conservation.

We should further increase our energy savings at Federal facili-
ties. For example, Federal buildings should decrease their energy
consumption per square foot, as we had in the short-term bill deal-
ing with the California energy crisis. Energy performance savings
should also be encouraged and expected in Federal contracts.

We should expand some of these new applications, these new
conservation measures in the applications. Also, new technology
should be fostered which might help reduce energy loss and help
Americans save energy themselves.

We have witnesses today to discuss many of these issues. I want
to welcome you, the first two on our first panel. I particularly want
to welcome the Honorable David Garman, who is a newly con-
firmed member of the administration. I am glad to have you here.

o))
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The President’s plan includes many good provisions in this area,
some of which do not require congressional action. As the adminis-
tration indicated, the Federal Government should consider whether
it is reasonable to increase the fuel economy of cars and light
trucks. Corporate average fuel economy, or CAFE, deserves a new
look with the explosion in sales of vehicles which have been classi-
fied as light trucks. Light trucks have a lower mile-per-gallon aver-
age than do cars. These so-called light trucks are actually heavier
than the cars that have the higher standard.

Last week, I asked the Secretary of Energy what a reasonable
CAFE standard might be. To his credit, he said the administration
is working on that answer, but he really didn’t have an answer for
us. I was with the Vice President earlier this week in Michigan,
with some of the folks in the automobile industry, and this was a
topic that was under consideration. I am going to ask the witnesses
today what a reasonable CAFE standard might be, also.

Not all the increases that have been put into legislative form ap-
pear to be reasonable. Some appear to be too stringent. Factors
that must be carefully considered are the safety of the automobile,
the energy savings from the CAFE increase, the impact upon the
work force and the impact upon the economy, and the consumer’s
choice in the marketplace.

Today, some consumers already vote with their pocketbooks and
purchase more fuel-efficient cars. However, some are clearly com-
fortable with the low-fuel economy of some SUVs. This is a delicate
issue, obviously, politically and, most importantly, in the real
world. Chairman Tauzin and I encourage members to start taking
a fresh look at fuel economy, but to do it in a reasonable fashion.

In the next several weeks, the subcommittee is going to begin to
consider legislative elements of a comprehensive energy plan. Upon
return from the 4th of July recess, it is extremely reasonable to—
if you can be extreme and reasonable at the same time, to expect
action on conservation, hydroelectric relicensing, nuclear power,
clean coal technology and more. And that is just in this sub-
committee.

Very soon thereafter, we hope to move a comprehensive elec-
tricity restructuring bill with an important focus on transmission
infrastructure, the so-called “rules of the road.”

Finally, I wish to make a great announcement. We had the con-
gressional charity baseball game last night. Mr. Largent is not
here. He is probably recuperating, but he pitched a complete 9 to
1 game in which we atoned, we being the Republicans, atoned for
the thrashing the Democrats gave us in last year’s game.

I am trying to think. Mr. Doyle on the subcommittee was in that
game. He was a catcher and did admirably for the Democratic side.
Mr. Stupak pitched; although he is not on the subcommittee, he is
on the full committee. So we had a number of our committee and
subcommittee members active in the game. Mr. Pickering played
third base for the Republicans.

It was a memorable game. And Mr. Shimkus. Mr. Burr has
pointed out, well, yours truly was the has-been coach at third base
and managed to not trip over the chalk lines trotting back and
forth to the dugout. So it was a successful game in that regard.
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Anyway, we had a lot of fun and raised a lot of money. And as
far as I know, nobody got hurt on either side.

Anyway, with that, I would like to recognize my ranking mem-
ber, Mr. Boucher of Virginia, for an opening statement.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Joe Barton follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. JOE BARTON, CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY
AND AIR QUALITY

Today, the Energy & Air Quality Subcommittee holds another in its series of
hearings on national energy policy. Today we focus on conservation and energy effi-
ciency, two very important parts of a comprehensive and balanced plan.

Our Nation is among the most energy-efficient Nations in the world. Our gains
have been tremendous, but they must continue. With the electricity shortages out
West, many Americans understand the need for conservation unlike ever before.

The Federal government must take the lead in encouraging conservation. First,
we should further increase our energy savings at Federal facilities. Federal build-
ings should decrease energy consumption per-square-foot, as we had in the short-
term bill dealing with the California energy crisis. Next, energy performance sav-
ings contracts should be expanded to new applications. Also, new technologies
should be fostered which might help reduce energy loss and help Americans save
energy themselves.

We have witnesses today to discuss many of these issues, and I welcome you. I
particularly want to welcome David Garman, a newly confirmed member of the ad-
ministration. Welcome to the Subcommittee. The President’s plan includes many
good provisions in this area, some of which do not require Congressional action.

As the administration’s plan indicated, the Federal government should consider
whether it is reasonable to increase the fuel economy of cars and light trucks. Cor-
porate Average Fuel Economy standards, or CAFE, deserve a new look with the ex-
plosion in sales of vehicles classified as light trucks. Light trucks have a lower
miles-per-gallon average than do cars, but they are heavier.

Last week I asked the Secretary of Energy what a reasonable CAFE standard
was. He said the administration is working on that answer. I will ask many of the
witnesses today what a reasonable CAFE standard is, too. Not all increase proposals
are reasonable, certainly. Factors that must be carefully considered are the safety
of the automobile, the energy savings from a CAFE increase, the impact upon the
workforce, and the impact upon the economy and the consumers in the marketplace
for vehicles.

Today, some consumers already vote with their pocketbook and purchase more
fuel-efficient cars. Some, however, are clearly comfortable with the low fuel economy
of some SUVs. This is a delicate issue politically and, more importantly, in the real
world. Chairman Tauzin and I encourage Members to start taking a fresh look at
fuel economy, but to do so reasonably.

In the next several weeks, this Subcommittee will begin to consider legislative ele-
ments of a comprehensive energy policy. Upon return from the 4th of July recess,
expect action on conservation, hydroelectric relicensing, nuclear power, clean coal,
and more. Very soon thereafter, we will move to electricity restructuring, with an
important focus on our transmission infrastructure and rules of the road.

After the great Congressional Baseball Game last night, at which Mr. Largent
starred in his final appearance, Members should be rested and ready for the coming
action. It’s time to roll up our sleeves on a bipartisan basis and get to work. Today’s
hearing will help us get on our way.

Mr. BOUCHER. Thank you very much.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your conducting today’s hearing on
conservation and energy efficiency as part of our series of hearings
on the development of a comprehensive National Energy Policy.

In my view, new approaches to promote conservation and effi-
ciency should be a cornerstone of our national energy strategy. En-
ergy savings alone will not suffice. We must also take steps to ac-
commodate new energy supplies. But conservation and new effi-
ciencies can make an impressive contribution to a successful energy
strategy, and they must be a fundamental part of it.
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Over the past quarter century, the Nation has become far more
energy efficient. Our per capita energy consumption today is almost
the same as in 1973, while over that same period of time, our per
capita economic output has increased by 75 percent.

While much of this improvement is attributable to underlying
economic transformations, such as the arrival of an information
economy, which is far less energy intensive than is traditional
manufacturing, it is generally believed that more than one-half of
the total improvement is due to energy efficiency advances.

And much more can be done. It is variously estimated that the
adoption of new energy efficiency policies could lower national en-
ergy use between 20 percent and 33 percent over the next 2 dec-
ades. These are savings that are well worth pursuing. Conservation
efforts can produce even greater savings beyond these energy effi-
ciency savings.

As the chairman knows, I am a proponent of policies that will
promote greater production. And let me say this morning that I am
very pleased by the bipartisan efforts that we have under way
today to craft legislation that will facilitate the arrival of new coal-
fired electricity generating units and addressing in a substantial
way the primary concerns of the nuclear power industry. These
conservations are productive, and I want to thank the chairman for
the bipartisan spirit in which he is approaching the construction of
legislation that will establish a comprehensive national energy
strategy.

But, Mr. Chairman, I also want to stress this morning that I per-
sonally have an equal commitment to the adoption of broad new
measures that will encourage greater energy efficiency and greater
energy conservation.

The American public is expecting this committee to adopt energy
savings policies. A recent national opinion survey revealed that by
a margin of 68 percent to 21 percent, the public favors energy sav-
ings over new production as the preferred means of meeting our
Nation’s energy needs.

I have never believed that we should govern by poll results, but
I don’t think we should ignore them either, particularly when they
are as compelling as this national survey.

While there is much that I personally support in the administra-
tion’s energy policy recommendations, I will have to confess that I
have a measure of disappointment in the overall balance of the re-
port. It simply doesn’t focus enough on energy savings, new effi-
ciencies and conservation as a means of meeting the Nation’s en-
ergy needs. I am very disappointed in the recommendation from
the administration that funding for the Department of Energy’s en-
ergy efficiency research and development and technology deploy-
ment programs be reduced next year in fiscal year 2002 by 30 per-
cent as compared to the funding level for the current fiscal year.
These programs deserve funding increases, not funding reductions.

I look forward to the recommendations from our witnesses this
morning of constructive steps that we should take in adopting for-
ward-looking energy efficiency and energy conservation policies
which will buildupon our national success over the last quarter
century in becoming a more energy-efficient Nation.
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And I look forward to working with you, Mr. Chairman, and with
members of this committee on both your side and our side as we
seek to place in our legislation substantial, broad, new measures
that will promote energy savings.

Thank you and I yield back.

Mr. BARTON. Thank you, Congressman Boucher. We now recog-
nize the vice chairman of the full committee, Congressman Burr of
North Carolina, for an opening statement.

Mr. BURR. I thank the chairman. I have always said that the
sign of a good leader is a person who knows his limitations. Mr.
Chairman, your decision to coach, rather than to play this year, is
a sign of that great leadership that we found as a quality of yours.

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Boucher, I want to thank you for holding this
hearing on energy efficiency and conservation. The work of this
committee in these two areas of the energy sector have to be exam-
ined and addressed first before we move forward with developing
new sources of energy. I applaud the fact that the two of you recog-
nize this by scheduling this hearing as we work toward developing
a long-term domestic energy policy.

The need for a long-term energy policy is simple. We are experi-
encing a fundamental imbalance between energy supply and con-
sumer demand that poses a tremendous risk to our Nation’s well-
being, our standard of living, and to a great extent our national se-
curity.

If we continue energy production and consumption at a rate
equal to the one set in the 1990’s, by 2020 we will be experiencing
a shortfall of supply and demand of nearly 50 percent.

That shortfall, caused in part by a booming high-tech economy,
can be made up in only three ways: import more energy, improve
energy efficiency even more than expected, and increase domestic
energy supply.

As I stated earlier, today’s hearing will focus on the second of
these two areas, improving energy efficiency even more than ex-
pected. President Bush’s energy policy devotes 42 of his 105 rec-
ommendations to energy efficiency and conservation.

The easiest and most productive way to achieve recognizable con-
servation and efficiency goals is to provide as much information to
the consumers as possible. Among other things, the President rec-
ommends continued and expanded promotion of the Energy Star
program, a joint effort of the Environmental Protection Agency and
the Department of Energy that promotes the most energy-efficient
products on the market.

Energy Star currently applies only to major appliances, but the
President has recommended that the Energy Star classification be
expanded to a broader range of products. Energy efficiency can be
improved by establishment of a minimum energy efficiency stand-
ard.

In 1987 and 1988, Congress established minimum energy effi-
ciency standards for major appliances. These standards apply to
manufacturers, but not to consumers. New standards recommended
by the President, which simulate energy savings that benefit the
consumer, reduce fossil fuel consumption, thus reducing air emis-
sions.
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While the initial cost of these energy-efficient appliances might
be more than traditional appliances, access to more information
will allow customers to better comprehend the long-term savings on
their energy bills. These long-term savings will compensate the
extra money spent on the more energy-efficient products.

I look forward to the testimony of our panelists today, especially
the comments from our first panel.

Now, Mr. Chairman, as you can see, I have not prepared my tes-
timony on a roll of toilet paper or anything like last year this year.
And while T am still suspect about the 1.5-gallon-per-flush toilet,
I hope that our panelists will address the Clinton Administration’s
rulemaking on washing machines, as well as tax credit legislation
on energy-efficient appliances.

Again, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Boucher, I want to thank both of you
for holding this hearing. I do look forward to working with both of
you throughout the summer, and probably the fall, as we look at
all aspects of a comprehensive energy policy that is very well need-
ed in this country.

I yield back.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Richard Burr follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD BURR, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS
FROM THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA

Mr. Chairman and Mr. Boucher, I want to thank you for holding this hearing on
energy efficiency and conservation. The work of this Committee in these two areas
of the energy sector have to be examined and addressed first before we more for-
ward with developing new sources of energy. I applaud the fact that the two of you
recognize this by scheduling this hearing first as we work towards developing a
long-term, domestic energy policy.

The need for a long term energy policy is simple. We are experiencing a funda-
mental imbalance between energy supply and consumer demand that poses a tre-
mendous risk to our nation’s economic well-being, our standard of living and, to a
great extent, our national security. If we continue energy production and consump-
tion at a rate equal to the one set in the 1990s, by 2020 we will be experiencing
a shortfall of supply and demand of nearly 50%. That shortfall, caused in part by
a booming high tech economy, can be made up in only three ways: import more en-
ergy; improve energy efficiency even more than expected; and increase domestic en-
ergy supply. As I stated earlier, today’s hearing will focus on the second of these
two areas’ improving energy efficiency even more than expected.

President Bush’s Energy Policy devotes 42 of its 105 recommendations to energy
efficiency and conservation. The easiest and most productive way to achieve rec-
ognizable conservation and efficiency goals is to provide as much information to the
consumers as possible. Among other things, the President recommends continued
and expanded promotion of the Energy Star Program, a joint effort of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Department of Energy (DOE) that pro-
motes the most energy efficient products on the market. Energy Star currently ap-
plies only to major appliances, but the President has recommended that Energy Star
classification being expanded to a broader range of products. Energy efficiency can
be improved by the establishment of minimum energy efficiency standards. In 1987
and 1988, Congress established minimum efficiency standards for major appliances.
These standards apply to manufacturers, but not consumers. New standards rec-
ommended by the President would stimulate energy savings that benefit the con-
sumer, and reduce fossil fuel consumption, thus reducing air emissions. While the
initial cost of these new energy efficient appliances might be more than traditional
appliances, access to more information will allow customers to better comprehend
the long term savings on their energy bills. These long term savings will compensate
the extra money spent on the more energy efficient product.

I look forward to the testimony of the panelists today, especially the comments
from our first panel.

Now, Chairman Barton, as you can see I have not prepared my testimony on a
roll of toilet paper or anything like that this year. And while I am still suspect about
the 1.5 gallon per flush toilet, I hope that the panelists will address the Clinton Ad-
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ministration’s rulemaking on washing machines, as well as tax credit legislation on
energy efficient appliances.

Again, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Boucher, thank you for holding this hearing. I look for-
ward to working with both of you over the Summer and early Fall on this and all
the other aspects of a National energy policy.

Mr. BARTON. I thank the gentleman from North Carolina. I
would like to comment on his comment that I showed leadership
by deciding not to play. I think Mr. Burr has shown great leader-
ship by, the entire time he has been in the Congress, making no
attempt to even come out for the game.

Mr. BURR. Clearly, Mr. Chairman, knowing one’s limitations does
display I have shown tremendous leadership.

Mr. BARTON. That is very true.

We would like to recognize the distinguished full committee
chairman if he wishes to make an opening statement.

Chairman TAUZIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Again, congratula-
tions for last night, a great game.

I want to congratulate you perhaps on something more important
than a great victory last night and that is on the decision to make
conservation the first major emphasis of the major package.

Mr. BARTON. Of course, let us be honest. The decision to make
this the first bill was made at a higher level than the subcommittee
chairmanship.

Chairman TAUZIN. I want to thank the chairman for being a good
follower as well as a good leader.

But the bottom line is that it is important that we make this
statement that the demand reduction is, indeed, not only a critical
element of the National Energy Policy that we hope to enact this
year, but that it should be the first step we make, it should be the
first emphasis we literally develop in the whole package of both the
supply and delivery and market improvements we make in the en-
ergy markets of our country.

My own secretary of natural resources, Jack Caldwell, was in
town this week to talk on the CARA bill. But I congratulated him
because in Louisiana’s recommendations to the Vice President, he
led off with demand reduction, emphasizing that Louisiana was ei-
ther first or second in per capita energy consumption in the Nation,
because we literally have so many primary refining and manufac-
turing facilities that use natural gas, for example, as raw material,
not just as an energy source, to make fertilizer for our country and
for other important plastics and other products for Americans.

As a result, as an energy consumer, we were the first to feel the
effects of too high prices of natural gas when 7 out of 12 of our pe-
trochemical plants had to shut down because of that high price. So
we led off our recommendations to the Vice President with a re-
quest that the policy include a significant effort at more demand
reduction.

But let us be very clear about this. Just last week, the Wall
Street Journal reported in a half-page ad on energy efficiency at
IBM, IBM cut their energy bills by 25 percent. They have saved
over $527 million over the past 10 years.

The Federal Government, which is the single largest energy user
in the country, has already cut its energy consumption by 20 per-
cent since 1985 and saved the taxpayers like $2 billion in 1999
alone. That is pretty good stuff, all using energy efficiency already.
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And as technology advances and we develop smarter processes
and better ways to use energy efficiently, we are going to continue
to see those kinds of improvements. Our job as a committee is to
accelerate and to emphasize that facet of the energy picture in our
country.

The economic prosperity we enjoy today is due in large part to
the fact that we are becoming more and more energy efficient in
America. During the time, for example, the economy grew 126 per-
cent, energy use grew only 26 percent in the country. That is a
pretty good gain.

Energy intensity, the amount of energy required to produce a
dollar of gross domestic product, has steadily declined in America.
The reason: accommodation of technology improvement, better
management practices, and putting them both to work.

The administration cites, for example, automobiles, which use
roughly 60 percent of the gasoline they did in the 1970’s per mile
driven. That is good improvement.

Could we do better? You bet. Home refrigerators use about a
third of the electricity they did in 1972. That translates into enor-
mous savings for consumers and for our energy future.

You know, the House is not going to be willing to produce oil and
gas from the Gulf of Mexico just because it is 130-some-odd miles
from the panhandle of Florida when it is right adjacent to fields
that are major producing fields for this country. The House is going
to turn down the ability of America to take perhaps 7 trillion cubic
feet of natural gas and nearly 2 billion barrels of oil that are avail-
able for us, easily obtained without environmental risk any dif-
ferent from the wells next-door, south of Louisiana. If we are going
to shut down a field that was not under a moratorium, if we are
not going to add more natural gas to the American supply market,
we had better pass a doggoned good conservation bill here or we
are in deep trouble.

Ninety-two percent of the new power plants—Mr. Chairman, you
know this—say they are going to need natural gas, and we are not
producing anymore. Where are we going to get it from? If we don’t
emphasize conservation in a big way, we are in trouble. Even if we
emphasize it in a big way, I think we are in trouble. So we had
better emphasize it in a very big way.

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you and the witnesses who have
come to testify today. And I especially want to congratulate our
witness, Mr. Garman, on his recent appointment as Assistant Sec-
retary for Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy.

I want to pledge to you and Mr. Dingell and Mr. Boucher, and
to your staffs, that in the next couple weeks, we are going to spend
an awful lot of good time together. And this committee is going to
do what it always does in a bipartisan fashion, we are going to
produce a good energy policy for the country, and we will start here
with conservation.

[The prepared statement of Hon. W.dJ. “Billy” Tauzin follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. W.J. “BILLY” TAUZIN, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON
ENERGY AND COMMERCE

I would like to thank Chairman Barton for holding this important hearing in our
series on a National Energy Policy. Any serious, comprehensive National Energy
Policy must address energy efficiency and conservation. It is unfortunate, but per-
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haps necessary, that high energy prices seem to be the driver for advancements in
energy efficiency. As Americans, we are innovative when we have to be, but even
more so when there is a dollar to be made or saved.

Just this week in the Wall Street Journal, there was a half-page ad on energy
efficiency at IBM. They cut their energy bills by 25% and saved $527 million dollars
over the past ten years by improving the efficiency at their facilities.

The Federal Government, the single largest energy user in the country, has cut
its energy consumption per gross square foot by 20% since 1985, and saved tax-
payers more than $2 billion in 1999 alone—all through improving energy efficiency.
As technology advances and we develop smarter processes, the potential for saving
both energy and money grows exponentially.

The economic prosperity we enjoy today is due in large part to improvements in
efficiency over the past 30 years. During that time, the economy grew 126% while
energy use only grew 26%. Energy intensity, the amount of energy required to
produce $1 of gross domestic product, has steadily declined. The reason: a combina-
tion of technological improvements, better management practices, and putting these
technologies and practices to their best use.

The Administration cites, for example, automobiles, which use roughly 60% of the
gasoline they did in the 1970’s per mile driven. New home refrigerators use about
one-third the electricity they used in 1972. That translates into substantial savings
for consumers.

The time is ripe for a renewed look at our Nation’s energy efficiency programs.
While the marketplace is perhaps the best driver for efficiency, it is not always per-
fect. There are technologies and practices that can be accelerated into the market
with appropriate funding. There are conditions the Federal government can place
upon itself to meet efficiency requirements, and there is information we can give
consumers that will allow them to better manage their energy usage.

The first pieces of legislation this Committee will produce of the President’s Na-
tional Energy Policy will be on conservation and efficiency. I look forward to work-
ing closely with the ranking Members, Mr. Dingell and Mr. Boucher, on the ele-
ments of that package. All of the Committees have been asked by the House Leader-
ship to produce energy legislation in the coming month. As the primary Committee
of jurisdiction for energy policy, we plan to deliver. July will be a busy month.

I thank all of our witnesses for coming to testify here today. I especially want to
congratulate our DOE witness, Mr. Garman, on his recent appointment as Assistant
Secretary for Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy. I look forward to hearing
all of your testimonies.

Mr. BARTON. Thank you, Chairman Tauzin.

The Chair will recognize the distinguished gentleman from Or-
egon, Mr. Walden, for an opening statement.

Mr. WALDEN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I intend to
keep my remarks short.

I think we have heard a lot of the data already that is out there
about the importance of energy conservation. What has taken place
already in this country is, people have responded to the market-
place and looked forward to higher prices. If indeed, as the chair-
man of the full committee says, we are not going to explore, not
going to develop domestically and, indeed—in fact, take more areas
out of production, put more restrictions around our domestic ability
to supply our own needs, then it seems to me in the supply demand
market the choice is higher prices.

That is going to put pressure on conservation. It is going to put,
ironically, pressure back on this Congress to do something about
high prices at the same time this Congress—some, have taken ac-
tion to decrease supply. I don’t get how you reverse the laws of eco-
nomics. You can’t have it both ways.

So, Mr. Chairman, I am a strong advocate of conservation meas-
ures. I believe very strongly in the need for increasing alternative
sources of energy.

In our region and in my district there is a lot of development
going on, upwards of 2000 megawatts of power of wind turbines
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which work well in a hydro system because it helps shape the
power curve. It allows us to store water to be released later when
the wind is not blowing. So there is a unique partnership, at least
in the Northwest, in terms of how it can be used elsewhere in the
country. I think there is other work that can be done on solar and
geothermal research and some of the fossil fuel research.

So I am actually pleased that yesterday we restored some of the
funding, that the administration proposed a cut, in some of these
areas. So as we work together, I hope we come out with a balanced
program that encourages higher standards of conservation in the
vehicles that we drive, in the appliances that we use, but also re-
spects the fact that we don’t want to price people out of the market
and create an inability for them to be able to afford those appli-
ances or drive those vehicles. So it is a tightrope we walk, but it
is one we must.

Mr. Chairman, I look forward to the testimony today and thank
you for leading with conservation. I think it is critical.

Mr. BARTON. I thank the gentleman from Oregon. And i welcome
another veteran of the congressional baseball game, Mr. Bryant,
who played in the game last night and, if I heard him correctly,
told Mr. Oxley after the game he might be considering retirement
from next year’s game. I hope I heard that incorrectly, but I do be-
lieve I heard something along those lines.

Mr. BRYANT. I hoped not to make a formal record of this, but I
did make a pledge to myself—when Mel Watts struck me out the
first time—I was hanging it up. So that event occurred last night.
And I asked my office this morning what was the only thing that
Cal Ripkin and I had in common, and that is, we are both retiring
this year. I asked Oxley for the opportunity to make a victory lap
around the outfield, and he held me back and would not let me do
that.

Mr. BARTON. The fact that you think you could make a victory
lap around the outfield is commendable. I could watch you make
a victory lap.

Mr. BRYANT. Actually, I was talking about driving around the
outfield in a very efficient automobile, I might add, fuel efficient.

But I also want to add my appreciation for your having this
hearing and talking about, and I think actually putting into action,
a plan to——

Mr. BARTON. Would the gentleman yield? We need to make sure
everybody understands you indicated to Oxley you weren’t going to
play in the baseball game next year. You are retiring from the
baseball game, you are not retiring from the Congress. We need to
make that clear.

Mr. BRYANT. That is right.

Mr. BARTON. The Democrats over here, their eyes were lighting
up.
Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Chairman, in all fairness, my eyes were only
lifting in surprise, not in pleasure. I would very much like to see
my colleague remain here.

Mr. BARTON. All right.

Mr. BRYANT. Thank you. I have a very yellow dog Republican dis-
trict, so it is—I am not sure there is much hope there even if I
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were to retire from that. But to be clear, it is just the baseball
team.

But anyway, I do appreciate your advancing a plan to bring forth
a conservation bill. I think it sends the right signal to America. I
think we all agree that we cannot conserve our way out of—you
know, out of an energy crisis; but we must have a broad, com-
prehensive plan that includes all aspects of the use of power and
energy, and certainly, conservation and more efficient use of our
fuel is a key component of that comprehensive, national plan that
we have.

Quickly, I want to point out two things that I am involved with
personally that will be showing up somewhere in this process of en-
ergy bills. Both have to do with diesel fuel. One is an instance of
being more efficient in our use of diesel fuel.

I don’t know how many of you—I am sure most of you travel the
highways and stop at truck stops occasionally, or drive by and see
just hundreds and thousands of trucks that are sitting there, par-
ticularly overnight, running their engines and using up diesel fuel
and sending out emissions into the air. And we wonder, why does
this have to happen?

There are technologies being developed today that are workable,
particularly in the area of truck stops, that—where auxiliary power
can be used to energize these trucks and provide the air condi-
tioning and television and telephones and all those things that or-
dinarily these truckers keep their engines running all night to
have.

This would result in a great savings, this type of technology
would, in terms of what is going into the air, polluting the air, as
well as the cost of fuel and saving fuel. That will be an amendment
I will make at some point along the way in a conservation bill.

Second, one that I am cosponsoring with my colleague from Ten-
nessee, Bart Gordon, regarding raising the standards—actually,
the EPA has already set a higher standard for emissions in terms
of diesel fuel itself, but actually they are phasing that in over a
number of years. That makes no sense, in many ways, to everybody
involved in this in terms of—if we are going to convert to a higher
standard, let us go ahead and do that at one time so that we don’t
have to have additional equipment, two sets of pumps, and perhaps
create confusion and put the wrong type of fuel into the trucks and
the engines that will be using this more efficient diesel fuel.

So we will be adding that to something along the way also.

I think all of the—both of these ideas are win-win-win-win type
situations for all involved. So with that, again thank you for hold-
ing this hearing, and I will yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BARTON. We thank the gentleman from Tennessee.

Seeing no other members present that wish to make an opening
statement, the Chair would ask unanimous consent that all mem-
bers not present have the requisite number of days to put a formal
opening statement in the record. Is there an objection to that?
Hearing none, so ordered.

[Additional statement submitted for the record follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD J. MARKEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS

N Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me begin by commending you for calling today’s
earing.

Yesterday, the House of Representatives voted 247-164 to bar drilling off of the
Florida coast, and it voted 242-173 to bar drilling in National Monuments. At the
same time, the House also voted 216 to 194 to prevent any further delay in enforc-
ing rules adopted by the Clinton Administration to require mining companies to pay
for the full cost of environmental cleanups on federal lands.

These votes reflect the very strongly held views of the American public that we
should not be sacrificing our nation’s environmental heritage to help the oil and gas
industries. A New York Times/CBS poll released yesterday shows that only 33% of
the public favors the Bush Administration’s energy plan, while 55% oppose it. 53%
of the public believes that the U.S. should abide by the Kyoto Treaty on Global Cli-
mate Change, while only 32% agree with the President’s position rejecting the trea-
ty. 55% of the public believes that protecting the environment is more important
than increasing energy production, while only 29% feel that energy production is
more important.

The public also recognizes the importance of energy conservation and efficiency.
According to the Times poll, 68% of the public agrees that encouraging efficiency
and conservation should be a higher priority than increasing oil and gas production.
81% of the public would support stronger fuel efficiency standards for cars and
trucks, with 66% still supporting such stronger standards even after they were told
that they would result in higher prices to buy a new vehicle.

I believe that the American public is actually quite wise in their assessment of
the situation that we face. They know that our nation’s competitive advantage
against OPEC is not in oil drilling. We can never match the huge oil reserves of
Saudi Arabia and the other OPEC nations. Our advantage is that we are the world’s
technological giant. If we can harness the innovative and entrepreneurial genius of
our nation to making ourselves more energy efficient, we can bring OPEC to its
knees.

How do we do this? First, we need to create a Conservation and Renewable En-
ergy public benefits fund to provide $1 billion annually for efficiency, conservation
and solar, wind and other renewables. Second, we need to strengthen fuel efficiency
standards for cars and light trucks, including SUVs and minivans. Third, we need
tax credits for investments in more energy efficient buildings, homes, vehicles, and
appliances. Forth, we must dramatically increasing funding for the Department of
Energy research into innovative new efficiency technologies. Fifth, we must require
the Energy Department to issue stronger minimum efficiency standards for a wide
array of electricity-consuming appliances. Sixth, we must demand that the federal
government be required to become more efficient in its consumption of energy. Sev-
enth, we must help state and local governments make schools and other public
buildings more efficient.

We believe that these proposals form the core of what is needed to help America
exploit technology to reduce its energy consumption. We recognize, of course, that
increasing energy production is necessary—consistent with protecting the environ-
ment. That is why we also support incentives for increasing production from mar-
ginal wells, construction of a natural gas pipeline in Alaska, and continued explo-
ration and production on those public lands which are less sensitive and have been
set aside for oil and gas production.

I look forward to today’s hearing, Mr. Chairman. I was particularly heartened to
read your remarks in today’s papers indicating that you agree that “a 4just say no’
approach [on CAFE standards] is just not going to be viable this year” and that “it
makes sense to try to conserve.” I could not agree more and I look forward to work-
ing with you and other Members of the Subcommittee as we prepare to legislate in
this important area.

Mr. BARTON. Okay. We would like to welcome our first panel. We
have the Honorable David Garman, who is the Assistant Secretary
for Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy at the U.S. Depart-
ment of Energy; and we have Mr. Frederick Hoover, who is the di-
rector of the Maryland Energy Administration, who is here on be-
half of the National Association of State Energy Officials.

Gentlemen, we welcome you. Your statements are in the record
in their entirety.
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We are going to start with our Federal witness, Mr. Garman. We
will give you 7 minutes to summarize your testimony, and then we
will give Mr. Hoover the same 7 minutes, and then we will ask you
some questions. Welcome to the subcommittee.

STATEMENTS OF HON. DAVID K. GARMAN, ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY FOR ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND RENEWABLE EN-
ERGY, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY; AND FREDERICK H.
HOOVER, JR. DIRECTOR, MARYLAND ENERGY ADMINISTRA-
TION, ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
STATE ENERGY OFFICIALS

Mr. GARMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the
committee. I will try to take less than 7 minutes, if possible.

It is very important and notable that you are starting out your
first hearing on this very important subject of energy efficiency.
Energy efficiency is, of course, a critical component of the adminis-
tration’s National Energy Policy. As has been pointed out, of the
105 recommendations contained in the policy, more than 20 di-
rectly or indirectly address energy efficiency and another 16, refer
to renewable energy.

By implementing these recommendations, our Nation will con-
tinue the trend that has begun on decreasing energy use per dollar
of GDP while improving our standard of living and protecting the
environment.

My office is responsible for DOE’s research, development, dem-
onstration and deployment of advanced energy technologies and
practices. We are quickly working to implement the recommenda-
tions contained in the President’s National Energy Policy.

For example, the policy calls for a review of current funding and
historic performance of the Department of Energy’s Office of En-
ergy Efficiency and Renewable Energy Programs. Within 12 days
after I was sworn in, we were conducting public meetings at var-
ious locations across the Nation in an effort to receive public com-
ments on the objectives of our energy efficiency programs, the ob-
jectives of our future programs, program implementation, whether
or not our programs were achieving their intended objectives, and
new ideas for public-private partnerships.

With the benefit of public comment, we are now proceeding with
a top-to-bottom strategic review of all of our 31 programs to assess
their performance and potential to be complete by September 1.

Our review will complement a National Academy of Sciences’ re-
view that is also under way, studying some of our energy efficiency
programs, and that review is expected to be released in mid-July.
Based on these reviews, we will be in a position to propose appro-
priate levels of funding for our programs in the future, as well as
to continue to engage the Congress as it concerns spending levels
for fiscal year 2002. It is our aim to promote a diverse portfolio of
activities that are performance-based and modeled on public-pri-
vate partnerships.

Let me cite just a couple of examples of what we have accom-
plished so far to illustrate why I am enthusiastic about our capac-
ity to fulfill many of the recommendations contained in the Presi-
dent’s National Energy Policy document.
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In the transportation sector in our government, the investment
in our government/industry partnership for new generation of vehi-
cles is paying off. Hybrid electric drive options will be offered by
each of the three automakers in the 2003-2004 timeframe: Dodge
Durango in 2003, Ford Escape in 2003, Chevrolet Silverado in
2004, and Ford Explorer in late 2004.

In general, these configurations of hybrid vehicles will deliver
equal or better performance while also improving fuel economy be-
tween 15 and 35 percent.

In our industrial programs, through cost-shared R&D on
precompetitive technologies, the Department has helped develop
over 140 technologies that are now in the marketplace. For exam-
ple, a new oxygen-fueled combustion process in the glass industry
averages energy savings of 15 percent on larger furnaces and can
achieve savings of up to 45 percent in smaller furnaces, all while
reducing NOx and particulate emissions; in the buildings arena,
the introduction of new technology to increase energy efficiency
that can have significant economic and environmental benefits.

Two examples of reduced energy use that EERE has played a
role in include low emissivity windows that now comprise 40 per-
cent of the market and reduce heat loss from the windows by one-
third. Also, energy-efficient refrigerators, as has been pointed out
this morning, use a quarter of the energy needed by refrigerators
as recently as 1974.

I want to stress that nearly our entire portfolio of energy R&D
is based on public-private partnerships. We believe that working
with the private sector stimulates private investments and
leverages Federal dollars. These partnerships also help ensure that
we develop technologies that the private industry will carry for-
ward into the marketplace.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, in the letter asking us to testify, you
asked that we identify any statutory changes that might further
promote energy efficiency. We find that at very first blush, we have
significant existing authority to carry out programs under the pro-
visions of the National Energy Policy Act of 1992, the Energy Pol-
icy and Conservation Act, the National Energy Conservation Act,
the Energy Security Act, and many other provisions of law.

Prior to the completion of our strategic reviews, which will be
complete September 1, we are not yet in a position to identify other
legislative initiatives beyond those included in the National Energy
Policy that the administration is prepared to recommend at this
time. However, we will look forward to working with the Congress
and this committee as you move forward in these areas.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that the National Energy Policy recog-
nizes the critical role that energy efficiency plays in a balanced en-
ergy policy. Thank you for the opportunity to testify today, and I
look forward to any questions the that the panel may have. Thank
you.

[The prepared statement of David K. Garman follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DAVID K. GARMAN, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR ENERGY
EFFICIENCY AND RENEWABLE ENERGY, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Chairman Barton and members of the Subcommittee, it is a pleasure for me to
be here today to discuss the Administration’s National Energy Policy and its rela-
tionship to the Department of Energy’s Energy Efficiency programs. Mr. Chairman,
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the National Energy Policy, which was issued on May 16, 2001, by the National En-
ergy Policy Development Group, is a balanced, comprehensive long-term approach
highlighting the promise of technology in meeting our energy, environmental and
economic challenges. The National Energy Policy promotes energy efficiency and im-
proved energy conservation as a national priority. Of the 105 recommendations in
the Policy, more than 20 directly or indirectly address energy efficiency in resi-
dences, commercial establishments, industrial sites, electrical power plants, and
transportation. By implementing these actions, this nation will continue our trend
of decreasing energy use per dollar of GDP, while improving our standard of living
and protecting the environment.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to report the Office of Energy Efficiency and Renew-
able Energy will continue to build on our successful technology research, develop-
ment, demonstration and deployment (RDD&D) activities to meet the recommenda-
tions of the National Energy Policy. EERE is poised to play a major role in this na-
tion’s energy future. The Office funds research, development, demonstration and de-
ployment of affordable, advanced energy technologies and practices. This effort is or-
ganized around five energy sectors—(1) buildings, (2) industry, (3) transportation,
(4) power generation and delivery, and (5) federal government facilities—which are
incorporated into 31 programs. Let me cite only a few examples of what we’ve ac-
complished so far to illustrate why I am so enthusiastic about EERE’s capacity to
fulfill many of the recommendations of the National Energy Policy.

In the transportation sector, the investment in our government/industry Partner-
ship for a New Generation of Vehicles (PNGV) is paying off: Hybrid-electric drive
options will be offered by each of the three automakers in the 2003-2004 timeframe:
Dodge Durango in 2003, Ford Escape in 2003, Chevrolet Silverado in 2004, and Ford
Explorer in late 2004. In general, these configurations will deliver equal or better
performance while also improving fuel economy by between 15 to 35 percent. To the
individual consumer, this could mean roughly a twenty percent reduction in fuel
use, which allow a fifth fewer trips to the gas station and reduced fuel costs.

In our industrial programs, through cost-shared R&D on pre-competitive tech-
nologies, the Department has helped develop over 140 technologies which are cur-
rently in the marketplace. These technologies provide environmental and general
productivity improvements, as well as reducing farm and factory energy bills. For
example, a new oxygen-fueled combustion process in the glass industry averages en-
ergy savings of 15% on larger furnaces and can achieve savings of up to 45% in
smaller furnaces while reducing NOx and particulate emissions.

In the buildings arena, the introduction of new technology to increase energy effi-
ciency can have significant economic and environmental benefits. Two examples of
reduced energy use are: Low emissivity windows which reduce heat loss from win-
dows by one-third and now comprise 40% of the windows market; and energy use
in refrigerators has gone from over 1800 kilowatt hours per year for a typical unit
sold in 1974 to a new standard of 476 kilowatt hours for a typical unit sold after
July 1, 2001, reducing refrigerator energy use by roughly three-quarters.

And, finally, we have also had successes in our Federal Energy Management pro-
gram. In FY 1999, the Government reached its Energy Policy Act of 1992 FY2000
goal of 20% decreased energy consumption per gross square foot since FY1985—a
year early. In FY 1999 constant dollars, the Federal government’s utility bill in FY
1985 for facilities was $5.6 billion dollars. In FY 1999, the bill was $3.41 billion dol-
lars—$2.2 billion less in constant dollars.

I want to stress that nearly our entire portfolio of energy efficiency programs is
based on public/private partnerships. We believe that working with the private sec-
tor stimulates private investments and leverages scarce federal dollars. These part-
nerships also help ensure that we develop technologies that private industry will
carry forward to the marketplace.

Mr. Chairman, the Department has already begun to implement some of the rec-
ommendations from the National Energy Policy report. The Policy calls for a review
of current funding and historic performance of the Department of Energy’s Office
of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy programs. I am pleased that Secretary
Abraham asked me to begin the review process. My office has undertaken the re-
views by using a two-pronged approach: (1) A period of public comments; and (2)
an internal programmatic review. We scheduled seven meetings across the country
throughout the month of June to receive public comments on the NEP as it relates
to EERE programs. Six of the meetings have been completed. We've asked the pub-
lic to provide their views on (1) the objectives of the current energy efficiency and
renewable energy research, development, demonstration and deployment programs,
(2) suggested potential objectives for future programs, (3) implementation of current
and future programs, (4) whether these federal programs are achieving intended ob-
jectives, and (5) and ideas for public/private partnerships.
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When public input concludes on June 29, we will begin reviewing all EERE pro-
grams to determine their performance and potential in terms of delivering benefits
to the public. We have committed to reevaluating those programs that have not
made progress toward national energy goals. Likewise, we will redouble our efforts
in those programs that have shown, and continue to show, good performance and
potential in contributing to national energy goals. We have set the ambitious goal
of completing the formal program review by September 1 at which point we will pro-
vide recommendations to the Secretary. I fully expect, that when the review is com-
plete, we will have a diverse portfolio of activities—from basic research to deploy-
ment projects—that is performance-based. This is consistent with the national need
to develop a balanced energy technology R&D portfolio that delivers short-term, in-
termediate, and long-term energy benefits. Further, this review will complement the
National Academy of Sciences study of our programs which is expected to be re-
leased in mid-July.

Mr. Chairman, we are leading by example. President Bush, on May 3, 2001,
issued a directive to Federal agencies, echoing the NEP recommendation that Fed-
eral managers take appropriate actions to conserve energy at their facilities to the
maximum extent possible. These Federal actions, which were to begin immediately,
are expected to reduce peak load and serve as examples of energy conservation for
the rest of the country. They may even help reduce the extent of electricity short-
ages this summer in susceptible areas including California, the Northeast and the
Northwest. Secretary Abraham has asked EERE’s Federal Energy Management Pro-
gram (FEMP) to work with federal agencies to implement the President’s directive.
This week we transmitted to the Vice President for his review, the consolidated re-
port of Federal Agencies outlining the Federal Government’s efforts to save elec-
tricity and reduce peak load in response to the President’s directive.

The National Energy Policy report recommended that the President increase fund-
ing the Weatherization Assistance Program by $1.2 billion over 10 years. In concert
with this recommendation, the President requested an additional $120 million in
the FY 2002 budget submission for this purpose. This funding increase will enable
States to weatherize 123,000 low-income homes. This represents an increase of
48,000 additional low-income homes as compared to FY 2001, thereby providing as-
sistance to low-income citizens whose energy costs represent a disproportionate
share of their income.

Mr. Chairman, I know that the Subcommittee is considering statutory changes
that might further promote energy efficiency. We find, at first blush, that we have
significant existing authority to carry out our programs under the provisions of the
Energy Policy Act of 1992, the Energy Policy and Conservation Act, the National
Energy Conservation Act, the Energy Security Act, the National Appliance Energy
Conservation Policy Act, the Federal Energy Management Improvement Act, and
the Department of Energy Organization Act, among others. Moreover, Executive Or-
ders provide us with additional authority and guidance. Prior to completion of our
strategic reviews, we cannot identify other legislative initiatives beyond those in-
cluded (iin the National Energy Policy that the Administration is prepared to rec-
ommend.

Mr. Chairman, we believe that the National Energy Policy recognizes the critical
role that energy efficiency plays in a balanced energy policy. Thank you for the op-
Eortunity to testify today and I will be happy to respond to any questions you may

ave.

Mr. BARTON. Thank you, Mr. Garman.
And we now hear from Mr. Hoover.

STATEMENT OF FREDERICK H. HOOVER, JR.

Mr. HOOVER. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, my
name is Frederick Hoover, Jr., and I am pleased to testify today
to discuss the views of the National Association of State Energy Of-
ficials on energy efficiency programs. I am the Director of the
Maryland Energy Administration. I am also an officer of NASEO,
which represents 49 of the State energy offices, as well as the terri-
tory of the District of Columbia.

NASEQ’s overall objective is to support balanced national energy
policies and to provide State perspectives on energy issues. NASEO
members operate energy programs in all sectors of the economy
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and all types of energy resources. The State energy officials are
also generally the Governor’s energy advisors.

I want to congratulate Assistant Secretary Garman on his ap-
pointment. He has been open to State views, and we look forward
to working with him in the future. We also applaud the sub-
committee for holding this hearing today on energy efficiency.

In short, energy efficiency is a critical component of a responsible
National Energy Policy. It is certainly not the only component of
a balanced policy, but it is both undervalued and underfunded.

Energy efficiency cannot be seen as one individual program or
policy. It works most effectively when implemented through a com-
bination of public-private partnerships, government encouragement
and programs, deployment and research, development and dem-
onstration.

One of the many roles that State energy offices play is to pro-
mote energy efficiency activities through all these vehicles. Our of-
fices push for the passage of energy legislation at the State level,
such as electric restructuring with public benefit programs, build-
ing code upgrades, State tax credits for energy efficiency, and the
promotion of transportation efficiency programs such as telecom-
muting and ride-sharing.

Many in Washington, DC, see energy efficiency as a series of
stark choices in contrast. We do not view it in this manner. For ex-
ample, some on Capitol Hill and in the administration believe that
the only Federal Government role is to promote R&D. We believe
this is not correct. NASEO strongly supports aggressive R&D pro-
grams at the Federal and State level, but R&D alone is not suffi-
cient.

A sensible energy policy is built upon encouraging deployment of
new technologies, especially in the energy efficiency area. I would
cite as an example the Energy Star program, a partnership with
States between the Department of Energy and the Environmental
Protection Agency to promote energy-efficient appliances.

Our State energy officials have their fingers on the pulse of the
actions that businesses and homeowners are taking. We know what
sells to the public. R&D without deployment is a waste. We con-
duct both applied and long-term R&D at the State level in concert
with our business partners.

Feedback is critical to directing that work so that it is relevant.
Often, our Federal R&D programs lack that necessary feedback
loop to the energy offices and the industries to provide practical ad-
vice on the direction of this research and its practical application.

The recent action by the House Subcommittee on Interior of the
Committee on Appropriations, and approved by the full committee
on June 13, to increase funding for Federal energy efficiency pro-
grams to $940 million in fiscal year 2002 is a very positive step.
The Subcommittee on Interior should be applauded for its leader-
ship and bipartisan cooperation in recognizing the significance of
our energy problems.

Of greatest importance was the proposed increase in the State
energy program from $38 million to $62 million and the weather-
ization assistance program from $153 million to $249 million. In
general, most of the energy efficiency R&D programs unfortunately
remain closed to fiscal year 2001 levels.
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The review of these programs being conducted by the Depart-
ment of Energy is described by Assistant Secretary Garman as a
positive development. This review is intended to focus on measures
of success in the presence of public-private partnerships. Our State
energy offices have been participating in these meetings. We stand
ready to assist the new administration during this review process.

The State energy offices are in a unique position to get us pre-
cisely this type of review which our Governors and legislatures call
on us to undertake on a regular basis. We look forward to pro-
viding useful input. Progress has been made in recent years, and
we look forward to continuing to work with the agency in this area.

We do feel that there are a number of areas that require specific
legislative attention beyond the budget and appropriation issues.
Residential tax credits for new and existing building energy effi-
ciency is a critical piece of legislation. The school sector is one area
where we have a serious energy problem.

The efforts on the part of Representative Udall and the gen-
tleman from New York, Mr. Boehlert, who had the foresight to in-
troduce such legislation which will provide funding for energy effi-
ciency and improvements at schools is a positive development. This
legislation is basically included in both Senator Mikulski and
Chairman Bingaman’s comprehensive bills. It should be included in
any bill this subcommittee moves forward.

In the transportation sector, the President’s proposal for hybrid
and fuel cell vehicles and Senator Hatch’s Clear Air Act legislation
are very positive developments. We cannot fully address our energy
problems without dealing with the transportation sector.

I would also like to congratulate the efforts by the gentleman
from Louisiana, Chairman Tauzin, and the gentleman from North
Carolina, Mr. Burr, to remove the weatherization match require-
ment that was taken yesterday.

NASEO is pleased to have had the opportunity to testify today.
We look forward to working with the subcommittee in the future
on this very important issue. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Fredrick H. Hoover, Jr. follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF FREDERICK H. HOOVER, JR., DIRECTOR, MARYLAND EN-
ERGY ADMINISTRATION ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE EN-
ERGY OFFICIALS

Mr. Chairman, members of the Subcommittee, my name is Frederick H. Hoover,
Jr., and I am pleased to testify today to discuss the views of the National Associa-
tion of State Energy Officials (NASEO) on energy efficiency programs. I am Director
of the Maryland Energy Administration. I am also an officer of NASEO, which rep-
resents forty-nine of the state energy offices, as well as the territories and the Dis-
trict of Columbia. NASEQ’s overall objective is to support balanced national energy
policies and to provide state perspectives on energy issues. NASEO members oper-
ate energy programs involving all sectors of the economy and all types of energy re-
sc()iurces. The state energy officials are also generally the Governors’ energy policy
advisors.

Obviously, this has been an exciting time for us all. Ed Pinero of Pennsylvania
testified on behalf of NASEO at a recent coal hearing held by this Subcommittee
and I testified at a recent Senate Energy and Natural Resources hearings on U.S.
energy trends and changes in energy markets. We applaud the Subcommittee for
holding this hearing today on energy efficiency. In short, energy efficiency is a crit-
ical component of a responsible national energy policy. It is certainly not the only
component of balanced policy, but it is both under-valued and under-funded.

At both the state and federal levels we have been suffering with high energy
prices and critical infrastructure problems. Public reaction is predictable and polit-
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ical rhetoric tends to follow. One thing we have learned about energy crises is that
no two are ever exactly alike and our response should not be worse than the disease.

NASEO provided input to the Vice-President’s energy policy task force and we are
happy to provide input on a non-partisan basis to both the House and Senate. Our
members are called upon to advise our Governors and legislatures with respect to
legislative, policy, programmatic and regulatory options to address our energy situa-
tion. Energy efficiency is an important part of that broader discussion.

APPROACH TO ENERGY EFFICIENCY

Energy efficiency cannot be seen as one individual program or policy. It works
most effectively when it is implemented through a combination of public-private
partnerships, government encouragement and programs, deployment and research,
development and demonstration. One of many of the roles of the state energy offices
is to promote energy efficiency activities through all these vehicles. Our offices push
for passage of energy legislation at the state level, such as: 1) electricity restruc-
turing with public benefits programs; 2) building code upgrades; 3) state tax credits
for energy efficiency; 4) promotion of transportation efficiency programs (telecom-
muting, ridesharing), etc. In my own state of Maryland, the Governor with the Gen-
eral Assembly has been in the forefront of promoting tax credits for purchases of
energy efficient products, such as appliances, with the Maryland Clean Energy In-
centive Act. Regulatory actions are another key component of energy efficiency
strategies. In Maryland, we see energy efficiency as part of a broader agenda to
limit sprawl. These anti-sprawl initiatives look at energy use and distribution, tele-
commuting, redevelopment of inner suburbs and cities, environmental policies, etc.
Energy efficiency will be an ever-increasing part of this effort. “Smart Growth” ini-
tiatives are an important part of energy policy. Governor Glendening, in his role as
Chairman of the National Governors’ Association (NGA) this year, is encouraging
work in this area on a national basis. This year the Governor issued an Executive
Order, entitled “Sustaining Maryland’s Future with Clean Power, Green Buildings
and Energy Efficiency.” Environmentally responsible building practices which re-
duce the use of energy through site orientation and design, promotion of natural
day-lighting and ventilation, encouraging use of recycled and reused materials are
all part of this effort.

Energy efficiency is not turning the thermostat up to 80 degrees and dramatically
changing the lifestyles of Americans. Our programs in Maryland, and the work of
my colleagues nationwide, is focused on integrating technological advances into the
everyday lives of our taxpayers, including not only the residential sector, but the
commercial and industrial sector as well.

Energy efficiency programs at the state level are often seen as economic develop-
ment programs. The state energy offices are a key component of economic develop-
ment at the state level. Part of our work focuses on helping businesses reduce oper-
ating costs to become more competitive. Part of the reason our nation’s productivity
has increased is that our energy use has decreased per unit of economic output. This
is not accidental.

On the other hand, keeping the focus on energy efficiency is not easy when energy
prices are low. As you know, everyone cares when the prices rise, but generally only
producing states care when the prices are low. We agree that extreme price vola-
tility is damaging to both producing and consuming states. We need to fight the
urge to ignore energy when prices drop. The compromise that you worked out,
Chairman Barton, when the Energy Policy and Conservation Act (EPCA) was reau-
thorized, to establish a regional petroleum reserve in exchange for a price-triggered
strategic petroleum reserve fill is the type of example that the stat